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QID Question Problem MID Metric
Q0  Which type of study is reported? M0.1 Lab experiment/ Case study/ Mining study/ Interview study /
Questionnaire study/ Literature review/ Simulation/ Design
01 Is TTV reflected upon generally in P1, P5 M1.1 Dominantly "shallow" vs. "in-depth" reflection
the paper?
Q2  Is achecklist or guideline used? P1, P6 M2.1 Explicit reference to checklist/guideline?
M2.2 Which checklist(s)/guideline(s) are referred to?
Q3  Which TTV categories are used? P2 M3.1 Internal/external/construct/conclusion/reliability — credibil-
ity/transferability/dependability/confirmability/other
Q4  Isthe TTV categorization fit for the P2 M4.1 Is the categorization used matching the current type of study?
study
Q5  Are there indications of proactive ~ P4 M5.0  Is there a TTV (sub-)section?
TTV analysis? M5.1  Is TTV discussed in the research design/methodology section?
M5.2  Are actions to mitigate TTVs discussed?
M5.3 s research design discussed in the TTV section?
Q6  Are limitations discussed? PT Mé6.1  Is there a (sub-)section entitled Limitations?
M6.2  Are limitations discussed in line with established definitions?
Q7  Are trade-offs between TTV dis- P8 M7.1 Are trade-offs discussed in the research design/methodology
cussed? section?
M7.2  Are trade-offs discussed in the TTV section?

Table 1: Questions (Qn) and metrics (Mn.m) for the data collection. Problems (Px) refer to Verdecchia et al [24].
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CID Phase Question / Suggestion Stakeholders QIDs

C1 Design Which categories of validity is most important for the given Researchers 01
research goal?

2 Design How are TTVs traded against each other? Researchers Q7

€3 Design Which research method(s) are most suitable, given that goal? = Researchers Qo0

C4 Design Which categories of TTV (or limitations) are most suitable for Researchers 03, 04
the chosen type of study?

C5  Design Is a suitable checklist or other guidance available for the type Researchers Q2
of TTV?

Cé6 Implementation Which choices are made in the implementation of the research Researchers Q7
design, that may impact TTV?

C7 Implementation Are there any established, evidence-based practices within the Researchers Q2
sub-field that can be used?

C8  Analysis and reporting Analyze TTV in depth. Researchers 01

C9  Analysis and reporting Present TTV and limitations in a balanced way. Write for the Researchers 05, Q6
user of the research, and not for the reviewer.

C10 Review Assess TTV of study in relation to its contributions/claims. Reviewers & Editors  Q0-Q7

C11 Review Do not punish honesty in TTV/Limitations analysis. Reviewers & Editors  Q0-Q7

C12 Reading Assess/cite/use the results in relation to the TTV reporting. Audiences Q0-Q7

Table 2: Considerations (indexed by CID) for different stakeholders at different phases of a research study.
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